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an angle to a horizontal with respect" is grammatically .incorrect because the word "horizontal" is 
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that those skilled in the art would understand what is claimed when claim 25 is read in light of 
the specification. For example, Figure 9, and its accompanying text, describe that the feed inlet 
is oriented at an angle to a horizontal (e.g., the horizontal IF m Figure 9) with respect to an upper 
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The Examiner has rejected claims 16, IS, 20, 21, 25-27, and 29 as obvious over Trost 
{ Patent No 3.229.918} in view of Fay (U.S. Patent No. .h?59N ( Os, staling v 1 ,'o Trost 
does not specifically recite that Frost's grinding chamber is operable to impart particie-on- 
pa-ncle -ma a 1 ' 3 1 t < Cviuo' ios ? c i Iv c I - * ' 

chu rn u i ). a -d m ! iv o mtu ' o ( h% t 1 i ^ m ' n 

contact vvrl f ht nen \u, \y k^l ^sp,r o v. vo s < e c„or V at 

least the following reasons. 

frost does not describe a monolithic rn o hold including ■ cycloid-shaped grinding 
c .j berfc edi 1- <c> i i \ rable to unpen panic >r -particle size 
v ! it n oftratet al \mlii he ermine J <n v Irstc o iw t >ea-\w - ^ m 



Stepfcea C Olson Attorney's Docket No.. 02243-03909! 

\r% 2. »' 

place within cm impact chamber 50. which is not cy. iokxdv.ped. T;> overcome Shis deficiency. 
theExami e t mpts to eqs e the ssilici > i c a a t 44 t frost Li tec tec cyeloki- 
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body member 1 1 , which the Examiner equates to the claimed monolithic manifold, but the 
1 si i ibcr 44 of frost i t c i % ! 3 

scribes ck - ie t e 1 . 1 1 t h 1 eioc ch; bet penmti i smaller pa u 1 - to 
be separated i 1 ss i < I to exit through an t and larger particles c , i f o 1 e 
impact chambe s " >^ .a, be a eie-c particle size educt ac a v takes tlace 

here is no descriptioi >r sugge on 1 Fay that would lead one of rdinary skill j the 
art to modify tl das ication < r >er 44 of Trost to provide particle-i pa e ze reduction 
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device based on applicant'' s claims. 
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abrading contact between ut< panic es and the interna wall of the c anibt , as lescribed by Fay, 
would have the disadvantage of introducing mechanical abrasion of the wall liners (e.g., liner 
34). which is of concern to Frost (see, e.g., col. 1, lines 24-27; cob 5, lines 21-22), and further, 
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chamber 44 to nt\ act- at c form n r d m c k require that the exit be closed off to 
provide for the requisite recirculation of the particles within the chamber 44. frost does not 
disclose or suggest seed a modification, and nothing in Fay suggests modifying Trosfs chamber 
in such a manner. Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art would not have beer; motivated to 
combine the teachings of Trost and Fay to arrive at applicants claimed invention. 

For at least these reasons, claims 1 6, 1 8, 20, 21 , 25-27, and 29 are allowable over Trost m 
view of fay 
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Rejection of claims P and 18 over Frost, Fay, .and. Coombe 

Claims 17 and IS. which depend either directly or indirectly from claim 16, have been 
rejected as being obvious over Trost in view of Fay and further in view of Coombe (U.S. Patent 
No. 3,840,188). Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of these rejections. 
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with providing a non- circular groove and seal to seal around a grinding chamber, but rather with 
providing o-ring seals between various components that make up a slurry teed device (seg-j^, 
col. 2, line 63 to cob F hue 2, lines 12-14; Fig.. 3). 

For at least these reasons, claims 1 7 and 1 8 are allow able over Trost, Fay, and Coombe. 
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CI s d 50-54 t epend either directly o res )m claim 16, have 

bcenrcje^ae ,C . eb\ sous o\ er Trost m \ sew of ImM {I S detent No 2,704,635) 
< TrostfF) and Fa> VppticarU respectfully requests withdraw al of these rejections. 

TroslII does not overcome the deficiencies in Trost and Fay discussed above with 
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For at least these reasons, claims 22-24 and 50-54 are allowable over Trost hi view of 
Trostn and Fay. 
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requests withdrawal of this rejection. 
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Andrews does not overcome the deficiencies in 'frost and Fay discussed above with 
reference to claim 16. for o.ompk, shore i m< . . a cm suggestion i ) Andrews i would 
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Depose Accourn No. 05- 1 050. 
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